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€lementary and secondary teachers was capducted -using (both o \’

jed” as -, )
cognitive when
eaching. An:
jositive

quesbtionnaires’'and interviews. Responses vere classif
.cognitive, affe;tivef or other. Eespanses were, judged’
pupil learding uas ind;zated as a sign of successful
affective rating was used when responses indicated ‘a
attitude or feeling.that occurred vithin tHhe classroo
category yiélded the highest number of respcnses acro

_levels. Regarxdless of teaching level, ‘moSt teachers del .
success in teras of their pupils’ behaviors rather thdn thenselves or

- other criteria. It was clear from the intervievs that teachers-
defined success in the classroom from a unique -perspective that .
research has yet to explore. It is proposed that, by: paying more

s all ‘grade’
»fined their

attention to the needs of pfeservice and inservice teachers for
success, teacher edication programs might provide models of teacher.
behavior in the classrcam that evake pésltlve student zespanse_ _
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.. Educational researchers have been 'trying for years' '
to define successful teaching; but this short ‘repgrt .~

A

~———indieates that their concept of success may be at odds

~with that of teachers. The ERIC Clearinghduse on = -»
Teacher Education is’ publishing this current issues
paper to stimulate discussion on the important topies of
teacher effectiveness .and process-product research, and -
. to add another clue to the mystery of teacher burnout:
Of the latter, it seems obvious that feelings of success -
will. enhance self-esteem and self-confidence, which'in .
'turn_wil% reduce, harmful stress. Researchers, teacher
educators, and -school administrators: are encouraged to
- investigate and capitalize on the antecedents for
Success as teachers define the terff. < T

- The Clearinghouse acknowledges with appreciaticn
this professional contribution to the educational .
literature.” Dr. Berj Harootunian is a professor in the
-Syracuse-University Sehoel of Education and is director
of the Division for the Study of Teaching. Dr. Gwen P. /
Yarger is an assisgadﬁ?pr@fesaaé.who.also serves as .
coordinator of the West Genesee/Syracuse University /
Teaching Center. lcknowledgments'alsa g0 to the contént’
reviewers, * 3 : o X -

ERIC, the Educational Resources Information Center,

is a nationwide information system of ‘the National :
Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Edudation.
- Through a network of 16 clearinghouses, ERIC collects,
evaluates, abstracis, and indexes all kinds®of )
educational literature,” much of which i8 unavailable
from other sources. Document literature includes o
project reports, curriculum guidesixinstﬁugtiana; -,
materials, conference speeches, aniﬁmsny other kinds’ of
nonjournal articles. o ‘ R —— e

- Readers are invited and encouraged to comment on  _:_..__._
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TEACHERS' CONCEPTIONS OF THEIR OWN SUCCESS

. What is it about teaching that makes teachers feel
successful? Physicians achieve success when they cure
patients or ease their discomfort if incurable. For |

. .. lawyers, success is even more obvious as often it is ..
" 7 - couched in terms of "winning" or "losirlg" the case or a

- favorable ruling on a point-of law: Do teachérs B
‘experienée_!hé‘kindsiéf-suecess-thatrdectors, lawyers,
and other professionals have? HoW do teachers find or
achieve success when ‘they teach? : o o

Surprisingly, Tew=Pésearcgers1have'quésticn§dAhow
teachers define.success in their daily lives.. Some
myths abgdnd,lfor,examplé,_seeandary'teaehérs perceive -
"everything, including success, in terms of content;’
elementary teachers, in-terms of skills or the Enild'a L
development. Researchers have”c@ﬂcentratedfon variables
that deseribe the t®acher, ineluding their self-concepts

- .(Seaton et al. 1978), their success orientations -

v (Keislar 1979), and the like (Dunkin and Biddle 1974),
"and they have attémpted to link such variables to -

teacher behaviors in the classroom (process). and to the

production of gains in student learning (product)’

\Hence, teachers have been.defined as "succegses" for
f ;Eérfarming appropriately or for producing studént
¥ ‘learning gains. In each of these instances, the A
researcher, not the teacher, has determined the eriteria
for success. Evertson and her dolleagues (1975) - ,
_ reported that highly successful teachers (as determined * . -
" by student gain) .were not very different from the less’ .
. successful ones in the accuracy of reporting their - i
" classroom behavior. . The question essentially remains,
18 the teacher's definition of success congruent “with"
the researcher's? From the perspectiwe of the tedcher,
‘this report explores the question of what constitutes -
success in teaching, R
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. In"a sense, the research descrl,;
cf as a étep towand:- prcv;dlng an 1ntent;anal13t accaunt
‘of teaching, as. explalned by Fenstermacher, (1979)- L
According to his .view, "the researchers' attentions o
"would turn to the sunggctLvely reasoﬁable beliefs that’ ' o
teachers.already hold. An’ examlﬁat;an of these beliefs
and the. study of evidence bearing’ .Upon them would become_*} K
the jnitiating focus- for teacher eEFEEELVEHESS research“
(p. 169). Fenstermaeher anticipates the' demise of -
Eattempts to canvert the.results of. prages%—praduct
-research to rules For .effective teachlng,_and notes thatx
. "it would be wise to leaPrn something about the - - "
subgectlvely reasonable beliefs of teachers." =
‘Harré- and Secord (1972), whose: position paréilels g
Fénstermacher's, belléva that Vthe things pegplé say

. about ;hémaelves aﬂd other - péaple should be tiaken as:

seriously as Peports of data relévant to phenomena that
. really exist-and whlch are relevant té the exﬁlanatlan
of behaviar" (p 7). = B
A related, but conaepﬁually d;fferent, approach to. -~
the mental Life bf ‘the: teacher. was set forth by Shdlman T
and* his ci§lléagues - ( Shulman and -Elstein 1975; -Shulman T
"and Lanier 1977); who noted ‘that ‘research ypically
slights the- prdblem of how teachers: thlnk hbout their -
pupils -and instruc nal problems‘ Shulman argued that
a key issue for résedrch on teaching is the relatlonshlp S
between teacher behav: Leacher thaugbt.v S ~§a
In a different context, Pnow (1974) also stressed
. the 1mportancé of . 1nvestlgat“—s taking detailed account
" 6f what subjects think about during experlments on ., .
teaching. He sdggested that even if a researcher has to~
use artifieial experlmental eonditions, the study
designed to. include a comparison group in which subjects-
rare allowed "to perform in tHElF own 1d103yngraﬁ1c ways
may be enllghtenlng" (p. 279). - -
« This brief account examines wlth evidence. the

'ﬂadeguacy of the procegs-product approach to research on

teaching that has dominated the past decade. Our study .
follows others that have dgparted from typiecal - !
- progess-product research methcdolog;es to explgre

teachers and. teaching through less conventional means.

For example, sociologist Daniel Lortie (1975) used a =« «
number of sources and strategies to colleet information
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n "téachlng work" and the “Qutlaok" of teachers. “He, - 2
'finalyzed historieal rev;ews, local and national survays,_»
. the research of others, and content from interviews.
Lortie found that the sentiments -of teachers reflected
o their daily tasks and the realities .of classroom life
n -~ - (pp. 184-85). Among psychologists .who have addresged
" ‘theéﬁroblams of teaching and teachers, David Hunt (1976)
"took serious and ccntlnulng account of the teachers!
Pperspective. ‘According to Hunt, it is important to.dé
S0 "not only’ for cammunieatlen but ESQecially 1n K
‘attempting to implement a program" (p..215).
. explicit attentlon is not given to the’ charaeterlstlcs
.. . of the teacher, changes or adoptlon of new pracedures
577 may not be instituted because they may be too far-out -of ,
' line with teachers' ideas.and attitudes. Hunt concéived. ,
of both teaching and the study of teachlng as .
undérsﬁandlng persons-in-relation. He has used. his
ideas in conducting research in school Séttlngs whére
teachers are his colleagues aﬂd eduals. v
Whether other researchers of teaching will fo;lcw ,
Hunt's lead .is debatable.. More 1mpartant is:that. people
other :than researchers are paying attention to the
%enersllzatlens from processgproduet research about
eaching and teac lers, and some of- these: geﬁérallzatlcns
are’ ‘being ‘put to use Without adequate considéfatlcn of
~ their limited scope. Unllke Hunt's york, 'seldom have{"-""
athese studies con51dered the’ ﬁeachérs' perspect1Ves in
the data collected. . When ‘they have, the ccnsequenees
for the researéher have sometlmes been a surprlse, as is
the ‘case in .this paper. .. . -
. For the most part, the teacher's pePSpEEElVE has L
" been ign;g;ﬁl—reséarch and poliey questlons both are Six

decided ag if that variable does not exist. Recent )
calls folffaccountability, and commissions on competency .
exemplify the.scant aﬁtentlon paid to the teacher's
perspective. Some years ago, “Jackson (1968): ‘questioned
the existence of "eng;neerlng" approaches to teachlng
and the study of -‘teaching. For hlm, teach;ng was an -
e apportunlstlc prccess, seasoned teachers seize any ’
" oppertunity for students! benefits.  Jackson '
distinguished between the teacher's.ultimate and primary::
concerns. Ultimately, a téacher is concerned about the
- 1éarn;ng of puplls in hlg or_ her class, but prlmarlly

T . . . . . . &
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Tthe téaehéﬁ s attentlon is on the actlvrtfés and tasksh
. that achieve and maintain student involvement.. This

" distinetion is important and will’ be discussed fcllDW1ng
" the- descrlptlon Gf our. study gf teaéhers' perspectlves

af‘succ 33, 8 A . e ) t
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Background on a Study of ‘Success =~ e

- This research progéét grew from a previous attempt

by Haragtunlan (1980) to ascertain observable teachlng

bapdvliors. that differentiate a teacher's best and worst

teaching, as defined by the teacher. In this pilot .°

- lesson and the least successful one was: humor., The
Ahlghgst rated lesson had more humor. - This and otﬁér

ibeen an impartant variable in‘the.research 11terature on T

‘results suggested that teachers were judging thElF

practice using criteria that were not read;ly —

_observable. -

Hurnior- was the énly DBE of several Qomparlsons that ,

showed a 51gnlflcant dlfferencé. - However, hum8r has- not

'teaehlng. Although it may have’ been.a chance .-

Agccurrence, the fact that humor was the only difference

between these teacheré' twa/%xtrﬁme teachlng episodes
made us more curious to find out what internal crlterla

" the teaehers used in Judglﬂg themselves-t

" both, we decided to conduct the study of two phases: 1In

Methédologlcally} a .number of trade- éffs came lnta_

play. We wanted any discovery net only to have adequate"

scope, but also to be of sufficient depth. To satisfy

the first, we used a questionnaire" ‘'survey to a large
sample of teachers; in the-second, we interviewed at

length 50 of those teathers about their successes.

L.

Phase Dne The:QuEStiénnairé ' '\? -

Partlclpatlﬁg teachers 1A the study were all
members_of one school district- sérving a predom;nantly

S

e _—

- study, once a-week for 10 weeks, each teacher audiotaped -
‘a lesson being taught that was ‘at least a half hour.
:lcng. ‘The ‘only . variable of any ansaquence that even
hinted at. a dlstlnct;on between. the most successful.
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_.white, middle to lower class pbpulation.
““inclpded 82 elementary, 88 junior high,

*The sample’
nd 67 high

~School teachers for a total population of.237, The: ',

= : . :

" teachers ranged: in experience from one t -39 years,:with -

.. .an average (median) of:12.1 years.. .

-

A The most.'important item on “the Juestionnaipe asked
- teachers 'to 1list:any events ¥ their teaching-that they
regardéd- as successés. . There were. no' expectatiions ¢f

*what or how many-events should be listed.: In addition,

g

. 'teaching level, ggars;@f experience, é;o., was T
gollected. The last item asked if the respendents would.

be willing, to be;inte}vieged,%bcutiﬁﬁgirfreéponses;i
+ ,An unstructured questjohnaire on’teaching success
" was-found.in the earlier study” td be the most feasible.
method: of eliciting the kinds of informatidn needed. . We -

£l

:7‘mpgraphic’informaticnzanthe‘resp@hQEnts regarding .

--leff the instrument urstructured because we. thought that *

aystﬁu;tgreg qgesti6nnaireAmightréuggest respénses that
Were not_representative of teachérs' thipking. s
E As the, purpose of the study .and the directions were.

" explained, the reagtions of ‘the teachers to.the .
questi@nnaire»wereéﬁaried, but four kinds of. reactions’

_ were readily observed: ‘Some teachers set about the task .

‘of. listing ‘their successgs -immediately; others stared
- into.space.-for several minutes before beginning, while
" others joked among themselves saying that success was
being able to "make it ‘through the day" and asking, "

do you spell SUCCESS?" Teachers ‘displaying oné of these

‘three beliaviors eventually engaged in the task. _
: ' The fourth reaction was the continued staring into
‘A)space,;snarigg'at(§g§ﬂpapervaﬂd~starting~ﬁofwﬂite;anlyv

. to pull the pencil away from the paper. At first, we-

thought these teachers neéded‘addiﬁional‘directions or
‘that they -preferred not to participaté” in the study. "

When aékeé} however, €ach ‘respanded that he or she:
simply could not think of any sﬁcéeggﬂim;ﬁﬁe.élagégagm;:x
Each was sincere and &ppeared. to’ be mentailyfsearahing_

_»for even a single memory.of a succesaful event. One o,

- elementary, fiye junior high, .and 11 high scheol
« - teachers®made up this fourth group,” all of whom"
- willingly provided. responses to the other questiens.
* The content of the re3ponses- was andlyzed and
categorized according to.'several eriteria--cognitive,
) . - . D X }—.g‘.‘~:)',;AA‘,,.
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affeet;ve or athar, pupil, self, or other. The
: fFéQHERQLE% of dlfferent responses, ‘as well a; the
imitial’-response, were analyzed aeparately.' Five data
5 ‘tables 4re reponted’ in the appéndlx.- o
e o The mean number of -sucogsses listed by the’ t@t&& .
“ . sample of teachers was i, u6 Elpmentary teachEFs were
." - the most ‘articulate with. a mean of 4.96 gu;cesses
g'pillgted “the mean for high school teachers was 3,75, and
@ for junior high Leachers it' was 4.53." The.differences
- # 7 between senior high teachers and elementary teachers

ﬁcould not be explalngd by ch@néé, 1ﬂdlcat1ﬂg that the

¥ .

- f’elementary and JUﬂLDF hlgh teacherq. th this is "so is.

- open to speculatipn. (See-Table 1.) .- , Tt

v Next, ththethQrS responses were Qategcrlzéd o -

“ageording to whether the source of success was-the . = -
child, ‘self, other, or none.- Examples ‘of responses
categarlzed.as "ehild" were "enthusiasm of my kids;"

"pupll 5 grasalng an objeatlve " Mgids llstenlng."

=Responses under "self™ included "enjoy taaehlng of a .
very difficult conceptu or "if I Teel at the end of the =

‘'week not too far behind." Reaponses for “other" are’

" exemplified by "response and enthusiasm’ by parents" or
"4hen no one rdcognizes a student of mine as special s

. ed.® "None" meant' there. was no wyltten response. o
- # Regardless af teaching level, most teachers def;ned ‘

° .their success ln terms of their pupils’ behav;ors ‘rather
than themqelveg or other criteria.~ "The mean numbern of
3;;* sucCess résponses. .that could be’ catagorlzed under.

tehild™ was 3.22 for elementary, 3.14 for junior high, ~

- and 3.10 for high school .teacher$. These averages -

Y ihdicate-that the differences among the three levels of

teachers aré”chance fluctuations. - (See Table 2.) R
- We also classified the success responses according
to cognitive, affective,. or other categories. Responses
. were judged cognitive when learning was indicated, suéﬁ .

. as "students learning to read Successfully," and "good:

. grades on quizzes and tF;tS " -'; affeet;ve rating was'}jv :
used when reapcnses Lndlcatad an attitude or feeling v
that. occurred” w1th1n the. classﬁaom, as "positive student’

~attitude," and “applauaa after, I have read the students. =
a story." Other was used when reSponses did not fit the .
first ‘two.classifications, such’ as, "parent.. o

.o 6

rr:_i_ w
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:eeeegnitidn," and "compliments from other teachers."
The affective categaory yielded the higheet numbér of -
responses across all grade levels. (See Table 3.)

" Assuming that a teacher's initial response m;ght be
a better index of what that teacher- regarded as a .
eueeeeeful event, we carpied out a separate anelyele for
such responses- eetegerleed level of teaching. Using -
the same categories as: for the aburce of success (child,
self, other, or none), we found important dlffereneee
only in the self and none categories.. (See Table 4.)
"Elementary teachers tended to define success more in
terms of themee1Vee, while’ high eeheol teachers did. not.
" Also, high school teachers were overrepresented under.
none, while elementary teachers were underrepresented.
The-last finding remains the major reason for the
significant differences when the reasponses are.
eetegorlzed as affective, cognitive, other, or none
'since the same indidivuals are, of course, involved.
(See Table 5.) The following list gives the initial
swritten responses of the 24 teachers whose interview

. data are feported in the next section:

"Student enthuelaem."
"Being in a goed mood . "
"See reedng scores in June higher than in
‘September."
"When the class is paying etﬁention."
"Having a lesson run smoothly." .
"Students pay attention when they see you are
ready." | : . S
. "Feedback from children."
"Student enthusiasm."
"Good organization.™”
"Students respond in class by asking
questions, answering questions, etec."
"Orne~to-one basis with students."
“"Smiling faces." = v .
"When students reepond freely <in a dleeueelon
and the mood is cooperative.”
"Wllllﬂgﬂé ss of students to get involved ‘in
classroom discussions."
"Reeponeee from etudente that ehew
enthueleem.".

¥



"When students ralai their gradé after
testing." _ -
"Children excited about a lesson." = - =
nStudent appreciation.” :
"Positive feedback from students." = '
. "Firmness, but fairness with students."
"When children in my top reading class show
" evidence they are finally reading with more
"depth and sophistication, I feel great."
- nChildren who relate the teaching to everyday
" incidents and report back how.the teaching
meant something in that incident."
"Children's enthusiasm." .
© "Student ?eels ‘he has 1earned Qomethlng.",
Analyses were carried out to. determlne if length of
teaching experience was relateéd to the type and number

. of initial successes, - In the total sample, length of

‘teaching experience was found to relate negatively to
the number of successes (p<.01), but ‘these results were.
confounded by teaching level. Median number of years
teaching for the elementary teachers:was about 13.5; for
Jjunior hlgh, 8.4; for senior high, 15.2. Separate
analyses by level ‘revealed no Slgnlflcant relatlonshlps
‘between length -of teaching and number of successes. B
" Although these data are ambiguous at best, they provide
a hint of suppert for the phenomenon of teacher burnout
among novice teachers.' /From our data; level of teaching
seemed to be asmore 1mportant factor Felated to success
"than number of years of teaching per se, but the issue
is naﬁ clear. The question of changes: in success over
time is consideréd in the next section.

In sum, the results of the questlonnalre survey
yielded surprises in what they showed and .what they did
not show. The comionly held belief that secondary.
teachers think of success primarily as cognitive or
subject matter achievement was not supported,-at least
not in how these teachers conceived of their success.
Also, why the elementary teachers defined more successes
is open to speculation. Perhaps elementary school
children have more opportunity to succeed, and as they
. Brow older the appcﬁtunltles decline for judging.

~successful teaching. ThlS explanatlon would be

-
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reasonable if teachers' success instances were
predominantly-cognitive, but in this study the highest .
frequency of regponse occurred in the affective
category. ‘Per%,, that result reflects simply the
longer time elem®htary teachers spend with their

~ classes, or the greater enthusiasm and lack of - .-
inhibition younger children exhibit#® Both of these
interpretations are sheer speculatlcn and need to be

" studied further. - -

" The evidence from this study -clearly showed" that
classroom teachers at all levels define success in
d;fferent Ways From reqearchers and policy makers who .
study effective teaching. " As Jackson (1968) aptlyt
stated, teacheps are coneerned about the "stylistic ~
-qualities of their own performance as much as in whether
specific goals, were reached and speclflé objectives
‘attained" (p. 156) . '

’ Alﬁhough it was 1e5; Qlear from the responses and

not readily apparent, the task of" defining suctess lz

" teaching was not "easy for most of the teachers,. and it
seemed that few of them had given™it much thought. This
last finding by itself has impllcatlgns for teacher
education and teacher development. For example, Sparks ~.
and Hammond (1981) advocate a stress reduction technique
whereby teachers discuss their successes in small

_ groups. ~ Such discussiorns lead to better self= awarenes
of the p551tlve thlngs ﬁhat occeur in their classraams

i

E

Phase Two: The Interv;ews

. To attaln a deeper undersbtanding.of teaehers"
pePSDEQthég of their success in the classroom, we
interviewed 50 of the tea@he?s who answered the
questionnaires. The results reported here are from 24

~ of the interviews, ‘all pof which were conducted by the

" second author of this report. All .of the teachérs knew
fher as coordinator of .thé local teacher center, but she
‘was not involved with .any of them in a quperv1sory or _
evaluative capacity.

Ther Lﬂté?VlEWa EOnglgtéd of a'qerles of open —ended’

" questions to probe how teachers viewed succeag; All
LQterv;ewd ‘were audiotaped in the teachers' regpective
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élassr@ém% or a quiet place in their school during a
time, when they were not diréetly interacting with ' .
students. The'dyration' of these interviews,varied
. considerably. What follows are the noteworthy regulta
- from analyses of these sessions.
' After brief small talk to break the ice, the’ -
“interviewer gave the teacher his' or her questionnaire
- and asked N anhything needed to be changed, deleted, or
_elaborated. Eleven teachers reaffirmed ‘their responses
without change, while a few others restated their .
original responses in different words. For example, one
“-teacher's original defipition of success was, "See
reading scores in June are higher than in September.”
In the interview, this response was expressed more |
abstractly as, "student progress." Essentially, the L
interviews confirmed the findings of the questlannalﬁé
data in terms of initial teacher regpanse, whlch were
reported verbatim- prev;ougly. :
— Another question asked about the . dlffEFEnCESx
¢ between’a teacher's deflnltlons of success at the
‘beginning of ‘the teaching career and the dﬁy of the
interview. A few themes Emerged that ;uppart a
.developmental stage hypothesis of how teachers change
with experience. »The answers demonstrated that a ~
.. - teacher changes from being concerned with survival and -
preoccupatlon with himg or herself to possessing :
. confidence in anWLng*what to do.' Watfs (1980) noted,.
"beginning teachers, byagnd large, are rigid, lnsecure,
intimidated by students, other-teachers and their own
expectatlons,ﬂ and master teachers possess confidence,’
- ease, insights into ChlldFEﬂ, and organizational and B_f;
. - management -techniques- The following excerpts fFrom tﬁé
v lnteﬁv1ews mirror what Watts fDund

ach year I have improved; I'm more

organi*ed-now." .

"I floundered. - Taught everythlng as "

whole class. General prablems. No- :

; individuals. Now I'm more aware of how to
g¥ help and of- matérials. My, PFlOFltlES are

: dlfferent==they used to be control; now I know
)Qﬁf . what I can do best. Lots of one-to-one."

1D£ /
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"EU%EES;\iS more defined and long-range
now, I can better define my own teachlng and
rely on myself gaw " .

]
-

. "First couple of years I was more .
" coneerned with overall class scores on tests,
results of group. Also more concerned about
IS myself. Now I look more to individual student
R and less at self." : %¥/

"More confidence now. I've changed what
- I do, teach different things now. I accept
“that you can't reach all children 100 per-
cent " :

. “f had no student teaching--it was sink
.or swim. I spent more t;ma on materlals and

abaut bélng 11KEd- Dcegn’t matter now,“
Se—ee S
_ "At® first I,didn't hear individual
; " responses from 30 studedts in a large
* - classroom. Now I worf ‘more with individual
*_ students so I det more feedback."
TN . "Before, 'I gave information. Now, I neéd. :
° * . " to teach skills of how child ®an find
. - information for self." -
.';r -
“Years ago I talked. to the laﬁger gfaup.
- Now I'm more coricerned with . individual -
A learning, ehattlng, I'm less alccf,"

- ¥

We do not w1sh to leave the reader with the
1mpre331@n that we got a perfect flt_Wlth developnental
atage theory, as less thgn five teachers gave unigue -
responses. For example, one teacher' stated that all
_years were equally sucecessful aﬁd were the same.

Another replled that the "kids you succeed with are the
same’as when you first start teachlng and so are the
failures.’

From these Féépanses, thera appear to be three
4 A L
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major shifts in the definition of success as teachers
gain in experience. One is an'increased focus on the’
individual learner and less on the group as a. whole. A -
-second reflects an increase in Tteaching skills; many

. teachers noted that they possessed more and higher
levels of teaching techniques, and one teacher gammapted
on having a "bag of trieks now. 'ﬁﬁi%e last’ shift Qomea
in the teacher. Teachers alluded to their greater

__confidence, flexibility, and sensitiyity; they had

changed, and their perspective of Suécess shifted . .

.accordingly. ‘

P To elarify what the teachers meant by - 3uccass, we

‘éa&ed them to specify and give examples of their lack of

uccésq, or unsuccessful events, in their teaching. Ten

‘the 24 teachers defined lack of success as not’

re ch;ng the pupils. This result ‘is conslstent with the

quegtionnaire findings in that, if success is defined as
the 'nVOlVement of students, then lack of success.occurs

; fterescingly, seven

_ 15 3 cgild with a
behaviar or dlsclpllne problem in the citass Frém the
.definitisens, it would appear that/ success
as the absence of discipline or ,ehavlor problems,vbut
their presence indicates a 1ack of ~success, For another

seven teachers, lack of success waé defined as failure

"of their students to perform & achieve gogn;ﬁlve gaa15,
Agaln, sticcess is not defined as perférmance or- -
achlevement but the @bverae—afallurg=ﬁdef1nes lack of -
auccess ‘in the classroom. K

- A The quegilon, "How can teachers attaird greater
success?"“ganérated tﬁe greatest vaf%gty of ansvers.
The overwhelming response (every téacher except one
- mentioned it) was more and biiter instrugtional
' materials, but this focus on/materials should not be
overstated; it was ourysense that teachery woulq not
assign their highest prlarlty to the acquisition of
mater;als? As' one teaeheriput it, "Matefials help; but
are not essential.” "Otherg noted_that they#needed to
use their materials differently or needed help in
developing new materlals.
‘Although .not the first response, half.of the -
teachers mentioned -support, Enderstanding, feedback, and
help from administratorg as important. Eight of the 24
.=
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suggested that support and more contact with c@lleagues
~ would lead to more success in teaching, and five thought '
“that support from parents might be- beneflclal. }
. The teacher's responses, are important. for what they
,did.not mention. -Only two of the 24 mentioned reduced
or limited\class size as a factor in sucgessful
:teaéhing,dé‘e teacher mentioned a .more flexible
curriculum, Yand. no one talked about wages' or hours as -
success factors. The list of items the teacherg did nat
mention is .infinite and inecludes behavlaral objectives,
value clarification, self-awareress experlencesﬁ ete.
From the responses, it seems' clearly apparent that thesel
téacgers were QonSLd,rlng success in the classroom from -
. a upique perspectivé that research .has yet to explaln._
- The ineyitable, response of olur teacher sample to -~
the question of how they felt when- they were

unsuccessful was stated as. "anger," "frustratlon "o
"withdrawn," "disappointment, " "tension," "anxiety,"
_"discouraged,{ "tired," and so on, while the cornsequence -

of success led\ to words like "happy," "feel good,"
satlsflad o xhllarated " "elated," "at ease," "lots
of energy nony 'y positive," and so on: These results
are neither ne# por surprising; the'Yoint is that
positive feellngs can-likely occur or increase’when 41l
‘concerned have a better gra¥p on the anteced®wgs for
these feelings. That grasp requires knowing what is
going on inside f?aé tgacher as well as lnslde the
classraom. o .
: : oy ‘ S

Imgllcap}gqgifor the Stugy and Pract;gg

A

One rather obvious appgication of the results of
' the evidence collected for this report would be in the
school setting. It seems apparent that teachers need
oppaﬁtun;tles.io experlence, recognize, and share more
‘short=term, or even-daily, sugcaﬂs in their classrooms.

Reaeaqchars have ‘been defining teacher success (or
effectiveness, to uze “their label) in terms of % imate
concerns,. bt they have paid scant attention to the. CLe
teacher's primary concerns (Jackson 1968). - In defining

the ,tasks of teachers, this research suggests the .
) ’ T ' 1. -
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ity ﬁo:have indicea 6F succes s that refleet the

) ImprovemEﬁts and’ develapmemts in- tea hlng canriot be
. based solely on the assumption that teachers are a breed
apart who are willing to delay gratification, that they
view subcess only as -long-term student achievement .
Quite the. contrary, our reésults indicate that teachers
define their primary tasks ad successful when other
people (uzually students) smile, praise, or reward them
in some way. The lack of congruénce 'between what
teachers need and the increasing emphas;; on teachefs
perform;ng in SpElelEd ways are likely to proigce
increases’ in tedcher stress and burnout. °

If we have pergeived correctly what the teagherq in
our study have said, the maintenance of pupils'
involvement in what is being taught is one of the

';)cruc;al tasks by which teachers Judge their success.

One implication .is that fleaching tasks revolv1ng around
. pupil involvement are prerequisites to all other tasks
confrantlng the teacher, neluding large group
instruction, and minimizir s disruptive behav1@r. Until”
recently, processeproduct research has Sald little about
pupll 1nvalvement, and the 1mp0ﬁtance Df SUCh —

.. a relatlvelxﬁunstudled phenomenaﬁi; As Medley ana Crook
. pointed out, "pupil-learning results from pupll
behav;ar" (1980 - 399) and tD understand and clar Fy

Eeacher behavi@r affect pupll behavlor that results in
learning. In other words, the link between what .
teachers 'do and their ultimate concerns (pupil 1earn1ng)
occurs “indirectly through the teacher s primary .concerns
(pupil involvement, -pupil behavior). Both teacher -
education . and research on teaching need to address this
“connection more specifically, both because the linkage
is essential from ghe.teacher's perspective and because
it makes sense if the complexities éfxteaehing are going
to be unraveled.
The, gcology of teachlng has been put out of balance
«by various movements that have seized-teacher education
. in recent yé&drs. The issue is not that teaching
"iniu:tiveiy, or learning by discovery, or .competency-

3 f W,
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based teacher Fépcatlon and .other such approacheu -are
approprlate or 1napproprlate, But rather that these
approaches usually have been carried out with d;sregard
for or ignorance of their effects on teachers. " The
umintended _Dn:fquence; of these movements havé not been
fully realizad. For example, if people choose teaching
because they TPike to talk or see children smile, or.
because they want to be like one of their teachers, and
thése individuals are treated as not having these or
other characteristics, then teacher educatson will
c@ntﬁﬁye to ignore the needs of its clients. Almost two
decad@s ag@, Travers wrote, "Teachers do not change -
their ways of behav;ng 31mply by being told that
learning would-+proceed with greater efficiency ;f they.
behaved dlfferently" (1962, pP. 529). Our reséarch leads
us Eo propose that by!paylng mory -attention to the needs
“of preservice and inservice studé ts, teacher, eduzaﬁlan
programs mlghﬁ prav;de modela of teacher behavior 1n the
classraém. E - _ Hh»%
A final lmpllﬂatan for teaehlng and teacher

. education focuses on the’ concept of teacher development.

' Two dlStlnCE paths of dev8}ppment were ‘'evident in our
study. 'First, our- data ﬁnd Lhose of other researchers

ifshcwed th§ﬁ teaching can bé:conceived as stages or
phases of develapment. These stages range according to

experience from survival as & .novice teagher to

self- actuallzatlon as an expert’ teacher. "Seecond ,-one of
hé tasks for teacheg education; and reseafch on téachlng

is ‘to map .and Z?e these levsls Ef teacher development to

1.

Foster teacher 1mprovement. The. ex;sEEnce .of varying
‘levels of deve opment means that teathers need different .
- treatment in inservice programs. This requirement seems
so. obvious, but yet it is so dlfIlEUlt to put into
praatlce. The development from ‘the survival level of.
the beginning teacher into ‘the @xpert or master teacher
" is %4 difference for which teacher education must make
explicit provisions. Hunt (1976) -proposed one way: of;
accommodating these .differences across all levels. ‘He

. suggested "optimal mi maﬁch" as a devglapmental

- strategy, through which the, training. EHV1ronment'chuseg:

Just above the level at which someone functions most-
‘comfortably. In such a mis matgch, thelteacher can .
. functlon satisfactorily, but is "pulléd" toward ‘the -

F
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= hlghEF developmenﬁal lével However; regayding Hunt's
yoismateh, .we are also mindful of Jtern's caveat:
!
While it may be true that pearls come from
aggravated oysters, you can only get milk from
.gontented cows. Pearls and milk eaéh have ™ ~
th51r uses, and pecple will continue to
axerc;se their preference for one or the
cther, ‘but - it would be a pointless exercise of
freedom to insist on milking oysters..
(]95‘3; D. 728) 's! .
= % £
Whatevar the apprepriate ‘match between development
and training, sufficient évidenéé from our study
suggests that a teacher's developmental phase is likely
to relate to his or her efforts to respond to pupil
needs. The faot that teachers perceive themselves to be
_more successful over time presents an optimistic outlaak
_ 5for teaching and teagher education. '
. o To ﬂucte Jackson,—4Ihe path of educational progress
- more clcsely Pesembles the flight of a butterfly than
the flight of 4 bullet” (p. 166-67). . ResearcHson =~ 2 ' =
‘teaching might well be- adVlSEd to blte the bullet and.
acquire butterfly nets. With these, they can chase the
" -elusive, individual characte FlSElES ‘that féaehersv ;
ftccn51der toﬂbe marks af succesgful teachlng That

the prep',atl§n Qf teachgrs..s ' - o -

~ - . , = ) ' g"’“
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as Chilﬂ Self Dther, or ané
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)  TABLE 5 "
_ Frequency®* of Initial Responses
Sy .. as Affectlve, Cagnit;ve, Dthér, or Ngne
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- Level N % . N F N % N %
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